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The  aim of  this  article  is  to  contribute  to the literature  by identifying  and  analyzing  possible  combina-
tions  between  critical  knowledge  management  processes  (absorptive  capacity,  knowledge  transfer  and
knowledge  application),  which  will result  in  the  creation  of  superior  customer  value.  The  main  research
question  this  work  addresses  is:  given  that customers  are  demanding  each  day  a greater  value,  how
can  organizations  create  more  value  to  customers  from  their knowledge  management  processes  and  the
combination  of them?  We  propose  that  the  combination  of the  three  knowledge  management  processes
builds  a dynamic  or higher-order  capability  that results  in the  creation  of  superior  value for  customers.
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. Introduction
In recent years of high turbulence of the environment, ﬁrms and
rganizations in general must pay special attention to those strate-
ies or management processes with a greater likelihood of ensuring
heir success and of helping them achieve sustainable competitive
dvantages over time. Customer focus and the value that organiza-
ions are able to offer him or her constitute key elements to achieve
uch sustainable advantages.
Thus, the aim of this study is to develop a model that brings a bet-
er understanding on how a company can offer greater value to the
ustomers, through its knowledge management (KM) processes.
n particular, the research question this work aims to address is:
iven that customers are demanding each day a greater value, how
an organizations create more value to customers from their KM
rocesses and the combination of them?
In this line, KM becomes a key management capacity in order
o create customer value. The importance of this capacity roots on
∗ Corresponding author.
E-mail address: smartelo@us.es (S. Martelo-Landroguez).
1 This research was supported by a grant from VPPI-US.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iedeen.2016.03.001
444-8834/© 2016 AEDEM. Published by Elsevier Espan˜a, S.L.U. This is an open access ar
d/4.0/).the consideration of knowledge as a key strategic resource (Grant,
1996; Van den Hooff & Huysman, 2009). Thus, if ﬁrms want to take
advantage of the knowledge they possess, they have to know how
knowledge is created, shared and used within the company (Ipe,
2003).
The existing literature suggests that enterprises that apply KM
processes are especially looking to deliver superior value to the cus-
tomers. Nevertheless, the key is not its static analysis at any point in
time; the recombination of the processes should be recurrent and
sustainable. According to Sirmon, Hitt, and Ireland (2007), having
highly valuable or rare resources and capabilities is not sufﬁcient
to obtain competitive advantages or to create value; companies
must also be able to manage them effectively. Therefore, the cre-
ation of value can also occur by recombining existing resources and
capacities (Morrow, Sirmon, Hitt, & Holcomb, 2007). Organizational
capacities have to be able to be reconﬁgured to allow the company
to create value over time.
This research explores customer value creation through the
organizational capacity of KM,  and proposes that recombination
processes constitute themselves a higher-order capacity which
contributes to increase customer value. On this basis, and relying on
the existing literature on the subject, this study intends to estab-
lish how companies can develop these higher-order or dynamic
ticle under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-
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apabilities (DC), thus being able to offer a superior customer
alue. For this reason, we  analyze how absorptive capacity (ACAP),
nowledge transfer (KT) and knowledge application (KA) combine
nd relate to each other; establishing a knowledge cycle that will
onstitute a dynamic capability, and hence contribute to provide
ustomers with superior value.
Section 2 presents the theoretical framework. Details of the
roposed model are shown in Section 3 and the theoretical con-
ributions and managerial implications are discussed in Section 4,
hich is followed by our general conclusions in Section 5.
. Theoretical background
According to Martelo-Landroguez, Barroso, and Cepeda (2011),
nderstanding how organizations are able to generate and main-
ain a competitive advantage becomes something fundamental
n the ﬁeld of strategic management (Zott, 2003). According to
he resource-based view (RBV), the differences in performance
etween companies are due to their speciﬁc sets of resources
nd capabilities. Therefore, such resources and capabilities are
nderstood as the source of competitive advantage (Helfat &
eteraf, 2003). The RBV assumes that resources and capabilities
re distributed heterogeneously among companies and that such
eterogeneity can be maintained over time (Ambrosini & Bowman,
009; McKelvie & Davidsson, 2009; Wang & Ahmed, 2007).
At the current period of widespread crisis, characterized by a
igniﬁcant shortage of resources in all sectors, organizations need
ore than ever to be able to distribute their available resources
mong the distinct alternatives, to try to adapt in the best way
nd as quickly as possible to the turbulence of the environment
Fowler, King, Marsh, & Victor, 2000; Prahalad & Ramaswamy,
004). Therefore, organizations must develop DC in order to evolve,
dvance, grow, adapt, and, ultimately, survive. By means of such
C development, the company will be prepared and able to sit
ome ﬁrm foundations that support its strategy (Helfat & Martin,
015).
The literature proposes numerous deﬁnitions of DC. DC is a con-
ept that has been reached through a terminological evolution of
ifferent authors over time. Teece, Pisano, and Shuen (1997) were
he ﬁrst to coin this concept and deﬁned it as the ability of the
ompany to integrate, build, and reconﬁgure internal and external
ompetencies to manage rapidly-changing environments. Cepeda
nd Vera (2007) and Zahra, Sapienza, and Davidsson (2006) refer
o DC as the processes to reconﬁgure a ﬁrm’s resources and opera-
ional routines in the manner envisioned and deemed appropriate
y its principal decision makers.
As an extension of the RBV and as a forerunner of the DC
pproach, we found in the literature the knowledge-based view
KBV). The authors supporting the KBV (Nonaka, 1994; Grant, 1996)
ssentially consider that the main aim of the company is to cre-
te and apply knowledge. According to this approach, ﬁrms are
nowledge stores. Hence the importance of accessing this knowl-
dge, creating within the company an enabling environment to
nowledge acquisition, and considering knowledge as an asset
Davenport, De Long, & Beers, 1998).
The problem inherent to the RBV is that it fails to adequately
xplain how and why many companies reach competitive advan-
ages in situations of fast and unpredictable change. In such
arkets, where the competitive landscape is changing, DC become
 source of sustainable competitive advantages. The management
f knowledge resources, in particular, is especially critical in such
arkets (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000). While the RBV emphasizeshe collection of resources (Barney, 1991), the DC approach focuses
n the renewal of these resources through their reconﬁguration
nto new functional skills (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Teece et al.,
997).Fig. 1. Sequence of the microfoundations of dynamic capabilities.
2.1. Microfoundations of dynamic capabilities
The microfoundations of DC (Teece, 2007) are deﬁned as a set
of tasks that the company must address in order to develop DC.
Such tasks are called sensing, seizing, and reconﬁguring. The DC
approach suggests that to identify new opportunities (i.e., sensing);
to effectively organize them (i.e., seizing); and to adopt them (i.e.,
reconﬁguring), is more relevant than strategy itself; strategy being
understood as the behavior to ward off competitors, raise entry
barriers, and exclude potential new rivals (Helfat & Peteraf, 2015;
Teece, 2007). In this sense, other authors (Helfat & Peteraf, 2009;
Teece, 2009) suggest that companies need to align their resources
with the market’s needs through the perception of opportunities
or threats (sensing), the valuation of opportunities and the man-
agement of the threats (seizing), and the reconﬁguration of the
resources (reconﬁguring).
First, companies need to focus on the activities of perception
(sensing), to ﬁnd out new opportunities. To do this, managers must
scan, learn and interpret all the existing information (Cohen &
Levinthal, 1990). These tasks will enable the discovery of latent
opportunities and will generate new opportunities. Firms will have
to carry out these activities intentionally and systematically, not
leaving matters to chance. Now more than ever, managers need
to ﬁnd the way to better understand all the information avail-
able. Therefore, they will have to ﬁlter and identify the relevant
information upon which to focus their attention (Ocasio, 1997).
When a new opportunity has been detected, the next step will be
to assess the opportunity, which is seizing. To do this, it is necessary
to determine the business model, understand resource needs and
make decisions to invest in technology or other resources required,
while allowing others to make the appropriate changes. Due to
the fact that numerous functional areas are involved, it is neces-
sary to achieve an important coordination of activities that affect
these various functional areas, and also the associated investments
that should be made simultaneously and not sequentially, espe-
cially if companies are shortening times of commercialization of
new products or services (Teece, 2007). After assessing the oppor-
tunity, the reconﬁguration of resources (reconﬁguring) becomes
necessary. Reconﬁguring involves the reallocation of resources so
that the new combination increases the value of the company. This
reconﬁguration gives the company the ability to adapt to changes
in the environment, to dispose of obsolete routines and to allow
increased and sustainable results.
Fig. 1 graphically represents the sequence of activities or tasks
that must be carried out within the organization.
2.2. Knowledge management: critical processes
KM has been a widely examined topic in the management liter-
ature for many years. For a long time, companies wanted to “know
what they know” (i.e., to bring to conscious level what the com-
pany knows how to do, but which up to a certain time had never
stopped to analyze). Additionally, they intended to go beyond won-
dering how they are able to make the best use of the knowledge
they possess (Macintosh, 1997).
Knowledge is considered the most important asset that orga-
nizations have (Drucker, 1985) and the most signiﬁcant economic
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esource. Therefore, important efforts are being made in order to
e able to determine how to acquire it, represent it, retain it and
anage it. The key is to know how to combine knowledge in order
o ensure that the ﬁrm achieves sustainable competitive advan-
ages (González-Loureiro, Vila, & Schiuma, 2015). Alavi and Leidner
2001) indicate that companies’ difﬁculties in maintaining, locat-
ng and applying knowledge has led them to develop systematic
rocedures to manage it.
Recent works (Martelo-Landroguez et al., 2011) highlight the
opularity of KM,  which has grown both at the academic level and
mong professionals. One of the most addressed aspects in KM lit-
rature is the processes that comprise KM.  Following an exhaustive
eview of the existing literature, this study considers the following
M processes to be critical:
Absorptive capacity: this involves developing new knowl-
dge or replacing the existing one (Pentland, 1995). It includes
erformances of searching for new information and knowledge,
oth inside and outside the organization, leading in turn to new
nowledge generation (Cepeda, Cegarra, & Jimenez, 2012; Chen &
dgington, 2005).
ACAP was initially deﬁned as the ﬁrm’s ability to recognize the
alue of new external knowledge, assimilating and applying it to
ommercial purposes (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). Zahra and George
2002) later extended the ACAP concept, broadly deﬁning it as a
et of organizational routines and processes through which ﬁrms
cquire, assimilate, transform and exploit knowledge in order to
hape a dynamic organizational capability.
Several studies propose that the ability to exploit effectively
xternal knowledge is a critical factor for the companies that have
n interest in achieving innovation outcomes and higher bene-
ts (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). A company’s ACAP performs as the
nabler that permits turning knowledge into new products, ser-
ices, or processes to support innovation and, therefore, the ﬁrm’s
bility to restrict competitive forces (Leal-Rodríguez, Roldán, Ariza-
ontes, & Leal-Millán, 2014; Newey & Zahra, 2009).
Knowledge transfer: this concept refers to the knowledge
xchange that occurs between individuals or groups of individ-
als, from individuals to explicit sources, and from a group to the
rganization (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). However, knowledge trans-
er has many motivational and perceptive obstacles, or “stickiness”
Szulanski, 1996). For instance, employees may  resist receiving new
nowledge from other groups, departments or sections because
t is not related to their prior knowledge. To assist ﬁrms over-
ome these obstacles, researchers in KM have investigated the
umerous facilitators of knowledge transfer (Chang, Gong, & Peng,
012).
Among these, social capital has been taking much consideration
Kang & Hau, 2014; Kang & Kim, 2013). Knowledge transfer, con-
eptualized as reciprocal exchanges of organizational knowledge
etween a source and a recipient unit, includes two agents or com-
onents: a source and a recipient. Social capital theory suggests
hat social relationships can stimulate and facilitate knowledge
ctivities of both the source and the recipient. From a knowledge
ource’s perspective, good social relationships among employees
an increase trust, thus facilitating knowledge transfer. From the
ecipient’s viewpoint, good social relationships with coworkers
acilitate the access to different and varied knowledge. However,
ecipients who lack prior associated knowledge may  have trouble
earning the source’s knowledge and ﬁght accepting it. “This lack
f prior knowledge and resistance to learning new knowledge at
he individual level will lead to a low absorptive capacity” (Kang &
au, 2014, p. 759).
Knowledge application: this is a particularly relevant process,
ince the basis of organizational competitive advantages does not
eside in knowledge itself, but in its application (Alavi & Leidner,
001).gement and Business Economics 23 (2017) 1–7 3
KA is a complex process because it is a loop process. On the
one hand, for KA to take place, a prior phase of ACAP is required
and transfer mechanisms are essential for storing and sharing
knowledge. On the other hand, when the individuals apply their
knowledge, through a process of feedback, they are able to check
the results of that applied knowledge and the deviations from the
objectives of such application. As a consequence, this process will
generate new knowledge that may  again be stored and transferred.
Therefore, KA involves the internalization of knowledge in the com-
pany.
Following Martelo-Landroguez et al. (2011), if an organization
wants to capitalize on the knowledge that it possesses, that orga-
nization must understand how knowledge is created, shared, and
applied (Ipe, 2003). These processes are fundamental and essen-
tial for the adequate and effective management of organizational
knowledge. As these processes do not constitute a linear sequence,
all or only some of them could be involved (Alavi & Leidner, 2001).
2.3. Customer value
Any organization that seeks to remain on the market should in
some way or another consider their customers and will therefore
try to introduce into the market an offer of products or services
that provide a certain customer value. According to some authors
(Drucker, 1985; Porter, 1985; Slater & Narver, 1998), the value
created for customers and the ability to manage it have been recog-
nized for a long time as essential elements of the business strategy
of companies.
To determine what the customer wants from a product and/or
service also helps the company to make its value proposition
(Martelo-Landroguez et al., 2011; Martelo-Landroguez & Cepeda,
2016). During the last decades, companies have been in a new
complex competitive environment, in which increasingly more
customers ask for consistent value creation (Sanchez, Iniesta, &
Holbrook, 2009). This situation has resulted in a growing interest
in creating and delivering greater customer value (Smith & Colgate,
2007; Wang, Lo, Chi, & Yang, 2004).
According to the KBV, knowledge is a critical input to value
creation processes and KM refers to a ﬁrm’s capability to use
and combine various sources of knowledge that could transform
tangible resources into value in the form of product or process
innovations (Holsapple & Wu,  2008; Kiessling, Richey, Meng, &
Dabic, 2009). Following Damanpour and Gopalakrishnan (2001),
innovation is also considered a critical element when attempting
to reach and sustain competitive advantages, being product/service
innovation a key component of ﬁrm’s value creation and value
appropriation processes. These authors argue that innovative ﬁrms
tend to be more ﬂexible and adaptable to changes, and hence, are
more able to exploit opportunities than their competitors are. Firms
that foster an innovative approach can deal better with the cur-
rently highly dynamic environment, and are thus able to achieve
and sustain long-term competitive advantages. In this vein, proac-
tively embracing innovation contributes to differentiating the ﬁrm
from its competitors, contributing hence to improve its business
performance and market value (García-Zamora, González-Benito,
& Mun˜oz-Gallego, 2013; Jansen, Van den Bosch, & Volberda, 2006).
3. Proposed model
In our proposed research model (Fig. 2), we intend to show how
the combination of the proposed KM processes, considered critical,
constitute a dynamic capability. We  also show that this combina-
tion of processes conducts to creating customer value.
This model is based on the KBV as a precursor of the DC approach.
KBV identiﬁes knowledge as the most strategically important
resource (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Grant, 1996). From this approach,
4 I. Cepeda-Carrion et al. / European Research on Mana
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e pay attention to understanding the relationship between KM
rocesses and organizational capabilities, the relevance of different
rocesses that enable the creation, exchange and use of knowl-
dge, and the interrelationship with the microfoundations of DC.
ikewise, we theoretically propose how these combined processes
evelop DC in the companies, as well as how these relationships
enerate superior customer value, and all this in order to achieve
uperior business performance (Decarolis & Deeds, 1999).
.1. Relationship between KM processes
Research on KM often refers to internal knowledge processes;
owever, ACAP focuses on the ﬁrm’s use of external knowledge. In
urbulent environments, companies tend to deeply rely on external
nowledge (Droge, Calantone, & Harmancioglu, 2008). Given that
he accumulation of knowledge is not only the result of internal
evelopment, but also of the assimilation of external knowledge,
he ACAP of a company is critical to its success (Martelo-Landroguez
 Cegarra, 2013).
The ﬁrst authors to use the concept of ACAP were Cohen and
evinthal (1990). Developing and maintaining ACAP becomes criti-
al for the survival and success of a company in the long term, since
uch capacity can reinforce, complement or reorient the knowl-
dge base of the company. However, it is necessary to know what
o do with this newly acquired knowledge. Knowledge is acquired
n order to apply it; therefore, it is essential that such knowl-
dge reaches the whole organization (Ipe, 2003). The sharing and
issemination of knowledge through the process of knowledge
ransfer (KT) is crucial. Our proposed model (Fig. 2) represents the
elationship between ACAP and KT. Once knowledge is absorbed, it
ay  be transferred to the rest of the organization, contributing to
eveloping into a dynamic capability.
KT essentially involves the act of making knowledge available to
thers within the organization (Ipe, 2003). To ensure that knowl-
dge might be available, individuals and departments must be
nvolved in the process of KT (De Vries, Van den Hooff, & De Ridder,
006). KT is understood as an effective way of improving the knowl-
dge that a company has on their competitors and the industry, and
o acquire local knowledge (Gold, Malhotra, & Segars, 2001). In fact,
T is one of the most critical processes within the KM topic and is
onsidered to be a key phase for its success. To remain competitive
ithin the marketplace, companies should share their organiza-
ional knowledge and skills throughout the ﬁrm (Gold et al., 2001).
Organizational competitive advantage does not lie on knowl-
dge itself, but on its application (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Without
he application or utilization of knowledge (KA), the previous pro-
esses have little purpose. Knowledge is generated or acquired and
hared to be applied and to make the company more competitive.
ur model also establishes this relationship between KT and KA. For
nstance, when a company hires a director of R&D for developinggement and Business Economics 23 (2017) 1–7
apps for mobile phones, the company is acquiring new knowledge.
The manager will share his/her knowledge with all the team mem-
bers in order to develop new innovative apps that work in the
market. It is in this development that the previously acquired and
shared knowledge is applied. Therefore, the KA is the ultimate goal
of KM.
Following Martelo-Landroguez et al. (2011), if an organization
wants to capitalize on its knowledge, that organization must under-
stand how the generation, sharing, and application of knowledge
occur. By virtue of KA, the organization can have feedback about
if that knowledge is indeed needed, or if the circumstances of
the environment have changed, meaning that the ACAP process
has become obsolete and requires a renovation. This relationship
between ACAP and KA is represented in the model.
KM processes, according to Alavi and Leidner (2001), do not
necessarily follow a linear order. For example, after acquiring
knowledge a company can directly apply it without previously
transferring it to the rest of the organization. In our model, we rep-
resent the case of the relationship between ACAP and KA. After
being absorbed, knowledge can be applied directly without hav-
ing to be transferred to the rest of the organization. Once these
processes and their interrelationships have been analyzed, and fol-
lowing our proposed model (Fig. 2), we  will focus on analyzing the
microfoundations of DC. That is to say, tasks that companies must
carry out in order for them to be able to develop DC; and how the
proposed KM processes are related to these microfoundations.
3.2. Microfoundations of DC and KM processes
Both organizational processes and operational capabilities can
lead to develop and deploy a dynamic capability in a company.
KM – which covers organizational learning, knowledge sharing and
integration – is a critical capacity for the development of DC. KM
is particularly useful to perceive and assess opportunities, as well
as to reconﬁgure the ﬁrm’s resources and capabilities. This study
focuses on three KM processes (ACAP, KT, and KA) that we consider
critical regarding company results, and a key element of DC (Teece,
2007).
KM is able to perceive (sensing) technological opportunities in
the market. As we have already indicated, sensing requires compa-
nies to be able to absorb all the information and knowledge that
surrounds it, in order to reach its effective implementation and
thus achieve superior organizational results. Therefore, in order
to develop DC, companies must enhance their ACAP, this being
understood as “the set of organizational routines and processes by
which ﬁrms acquire, assimilate, transform, and exploit knowledge”
(Leal-Rodríguez et al., 2014, p. 894). This process allows companies
to identify these opportunities and threats when developing DC
(Helfat & Peteraf, 2009, 2015; Teece, 2007, 2009).
Once a new opportunity is detected, the next step deals with
its rating or weighting (seizing). KM also allows the assessment
(seizing) of opportunities. To analyze and assess the opportunity or
threat detected for each of the functional areas involved, the knowl-
edge generated necessarily has to be transferred to everyone within
the organization, or at least to all the functional areas involved.
Thus, KT processes become key elements while correctly assessing
(seizing) the opportunity or threat. If, for example, the marketing
department of a company detects that a competitor is develop-
ing a new product or service that enhances and includes some
relevant innovation with respect to itself, the department should
transfer this pertinent knowledge to the rest of the organization.
Thus, other departments such as ﬁnance, production, and logistics
can acknowledge the threat and start to develop some modiﬁca-
tions on their product/service to offset the competitor. Without KT,
such a valuation (seizing) of the threat could not be carried out and,
hence the development of DC would not be possible.
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After assessing the opportunity, organizations have to make
ecisions (i.e., do we remain as we are? Or do we make decisions
o change things?). A reconﬁguration (reconﬁguring) of resources
nd capabilities implies the reallocation of resources so that the
ew combination will increase the company’s value. This recon-
guration enables managers to better adapt to the changes in the
nvironment, discard obsolete routines, and to obtain improve-
ents in the growth and sustainability of results (Karna, Richter,
 Riesenkampff, 2015). These tasks of resources reconﬁguration
reconﬁguring) necessarily imply managerial decisions to be based
n the received, and in its case, transferred knowledge, so that the
A process produces this reconﬁguration or new combination of
esources and capacities, and a close relationship is established
etween this reconﬁguration and KA process.
For an organization’s base of resources and capabilities to be
ermanently updated and renewed as a result of these reconﬁgu-
ation tasks, it is necessary to maintain a direct connection with the
anagers for them to receive from the environment all the changes
nd demands that they need. This way, every new conﬁguration of
esources and capabilities serves the organization as feedback to
he cycle of renewal of resources and capabilities. Continuing with
he example of the marketing department previously stated, once
he knowledge of the threat is transferred to the different depart-
ents of the company, they will have to make decisions to be able
o keep on competing with this market rival. They therefore need to
pply this knowledge by means of decision making and by adopting
 new reconﬁguration of their resources so that they improve the
rm’s results.
Thus, according to our model (Fig. 2), three processes of KM are
losely related to the microfoundations of DC.
roposition 1. The combination and interrelation between KM
rocesses (absorptive capacity, knowledge transfer, and knowledge
pplication) constitute a dynamic capability.
This study raises that relations between KM processes generate
 knowledge cycle in such a way that the more dynamism the cycle
as and the more quickly the knowledge acquired is processed,
ransferred and applied, the more quickly the company will develop
ffective DC, and hence, achieve superior business performance.
.3. KM processes and customer value
Recent studies address how KM processes and customer value
re related (Gebert, Geib, Kolbe, & Brenner, 2003; Rezgui, 2007).
hese authors understand that knowledge and KM processes are
ources of value creation for the customer, or have the capacity
o create it (Vorakulpipat & Rezgui, 2008). This study focuses on
he inside of the organization to see how certain internal processes
ffect the creation of value for the customer.
From this point of view, KM processes are perceived as those
rocesses that allow companies to use what they know to create
ustomer value (Vorakulpipat & Rezgui, 2008). Identifying knowl-
dge as a key resource for organizational success conﬁrms the need
or processes that enable individual and collective knowledge cre-
tion, transfer, and leverage (Ipe, 2003).
According to the KBV, a ﬁrm’s existing knowledge base sets
p its scope and ability to understand and apply new knowl-
dge to decision-making, problem-solving, or innovation (Ahuja
 Katila, 2001). Firms carry out a number of internal processes
iming at creating and capturing value from the market. Therefore,
hese processes are critical to organizational success (Chou, 2005;
an den Hooff & Huysman, 2009). Without them, companies may
ot take advantage of the knowledge they possess (Bettis, Ethiraj,
ambardella, Helfat, & Mitchell, 2016; Ipe, 2003).
Technology and software companies, for instance will likely
ave online forums to resolve questions or technical problems forgement and Business Economics 23 (2017) 1–7 5
customers. These are internal processes that create new knowledge
from the problems others have had and that is stored and available
for those who  may  need it in the future. Knowledge is hence shared
and transferred among the members of the forum, both between
the company and its customers, and customers among themselves.
According to Grant (1996), the critical source of competitive
advantage is the integration of knowledge and not knowledge itself.
The processes through which companies integrate knowledge are
fundamental to their ability to create and sustain competitive
advantage. In general, using organizational knowledge in a com-
pany’s processes, products, and services is necessary. If a company
cannot easily ﬁnd the adequate knowledge in the right way, this
company struggles to maintain its competitive advantage (Bhatt,
2001).
Organizational members possess, acquire, and accumulate
knowledge through experimentation, the observation of stimuli,
and the interpretation of the results. Ravasi and Verona (2001) point
out that a knowledge base always exists in a ﬁrm, either as individ-
ual or collective knowledge, in ﬁrm routines, databases, knowledge
bases, intranet, etc.
Proposition 2. KM processes are positively related with customer
value.
4. Theoretical contributions and managerial implications
Our study contributes to the existing literature in different ways.
First of all, we highlight the use in the study of the concept of DC.
On this basis, we  propose that companies are able to compete in the
market not only by their ability to exploit their resources and exist-
ing capabilities, but also thanks to their ability to renew and develop
their organizational capabilities (Teece et al., 1997). Secondly, the
combination of KM processes (ACAP, KT and KA) is our proposal
to DC development. From these critical KM processes, and given its
special relevance to renew knowledge in a systematic way (through
sensing, seizing, and reconﬁguration tasks), organizations deploy
DC. This continuous and systematic cycle of knowledge renewal
makes the company reconﬁgure and renew its knowledge base in
a permanent way, from the constant scanning of the environment
(sensing – ACAP), the dissemination through the organization of
the acquired knowledge (seizing – KT), and its subsequent imple-
mentation resulting in a new reconﬁguration (reconﬁguring – KA).
This systematic and permanent renewal is what we  have identiﬁed
as a DC. Thirdly, in this study we relate internal organizational pro-
cesses, such as KM processes, and how these processes affect the
value created for the customers: a key variable for companies in
order to achieve better results and be more competitive.
Finally, our study tries to respond to the calls in the literature
on DC, requesting less abstract developments and more operations
that help managers. This objective should be done through pro-
cesses that can be administered directly and not through more or
less abstract variables that sometimes limit the manager’s capacity
for action (Laaksonen & Peltoniemi, 2012).
In terms of managerial implications, our work could improve the
current management of enterprises by allowing ﬁrms to enhance
their results and reach superior performance. First, this work aims
to show managers how they can create an appropriate environ-
ment in companies so that they can manage all the knowledge at
their ﬁngertips, for instance, developing information and business
intelligence systems that meet all the tasks of KM processes, and
that help them to generate customer value as a means to achieve
better results.Second, our goal is to provide a guide for executives and man-
agers regarding the ﬁrm’s orientation toward the development
of DC, and how to create customer value. Organizations must
rely on a permanent process of change and adaptation, designing
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exible structures that shorten decision-making processes and
heir implementation.
Finally, both for academics and professionals, this work presents
he identiﬁcation of DC and the creation of customer value as key
actors to improve the management of organizations and thereby
he achievement and sustainment of competitive advantages over
ime.
. Conclusions, limitations and future research
In this study, we argue that companies acting in a tremendously
ompetitive and changing environment need to be especially aware
f the need to generate superior customer value. To create this
alue, ﬁrms ought necessarily to combine and properly renew
heir organizational capabilities, which must be customer-focused
nd able to permanently adapt to their environment changes. The
ynamism and the uncertainty inherent to markets actively hin-
er the sustaining of competitive advantages over time. Therefore,
ompanies must continuously create new customer value while
aintaining the value created in previous periods (Eisenhardt &
artin, 2000; Morrow et al., 2007; Sirmon et al., 2007).
This study offers a way to develop DC and to help companies
o focus on the customer through the combination and interre-
ationship of three critical KM processes: ACAP, KT, and KA. Our
odel presents these processes as a knowledge cycle or spiral that
onstitutes a DC in itself, and that generates synergies in the organi-
ation that create customer value; thus signiﬁcantly predisposing
he organization to achieve better results and maintain sustainable
dvantages.
As a limitation to our work, it focuses on three KM processes
hat we have considered critical due to their special interrelation
ith the microfoundations of DC and its effect on customer value;
owever, several more processes could have been included, and
ther capabilities could have been considered. Another limitation
s that this study involves a theoretical model proposition, which is
ot empirically validated. In this vein, future research will carry out
n empirical testing of this model to prove its validity and impact
n organizational management and performance.
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